Operations in Urban Environments

by Brigadier General John R. Groves Jr.,
Kentucky National Guard

THOSE WHO FOLLOW the subject know
that US post-Cold War national defense policy
has the potential for application all over the world.
For first-tier countries, essentially the G-7, future com-
petition appears to be of the economic variety.! For
second-tier countries, including China, India and the
newly independent states of the former Soviet Union,
the competition may be of a different sort—namely,
violent turmoil across the conflict spectrum. Add the
instability in the former Yugoslavia, North Korea, Ni-
geria, Pakistan and Mexico, exacerbated by the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruction, criminal
cartels and the related spread of corruption in govern-
ment, and the “zones of turmoil” become numerous >

On this changing “political sea,” the United States
seeks a steady course. The Cold War threat of the
former Soviet Union as a massive and apparently
implacable military foe was a simplifying advantage
for the United States.* Now, however, any attempt
to base decisions for US military intervention on
previously proposed various “vital interests™ tests,
including the Weinberger Doctrine and its deriva-
tives, is difficult. It is undermined in part by the
difficulty in calibrating US interests around the
world. The initial post-Cold War push for a new
national strategy, along with a military strategy to
match, appears to have abated somewhat. The
present conditions might be called “policy is as
policy does.”™ Any statement of US policy will ul-
timately conclude that the United States will do
whatever is necessary to defend survival and impor-
tant interests. However, apart from homeland de-
fense and protection of vital economic interests, de-
limiting with certainty other interests that will lead
to military intervention quickly leads to speculation.

The United States will again be involved in a ma-
jor conflict. Over the last five centuries, war has
been present three times more frequently than it has
been absent.® It may not be for a generation or more
but to believe otherwise carries great risk. The com-
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The contemporary American approach
to war constantly seeks to find technical means
to minimize casualties and the destruction of
equipment and materials. . . . For traditional
“big battalion” encounters, [Force XXI] devel-
opments are well suited. Urban intervention
and PK will benefit from these developments as
well, but “transparency,” which is the goal for
the maneuver battlefield, may be less effective in
densely populated, disorderly and disrupted
urban settings.

plexion of future conflicts may be far different from
those of the past. Technology, growing and chang-
ing almost exponentially, will see new permutations
when combined with publicly accessible global
communication systems.’

In this fusion of technology and potential conflict,
conflicts in urban environments will assert an in-
creasing challenge. Already, many urban environ-
ments around the world have passed a threshold of
governance. One byproduct is the fuel for future
fires of violence and conflict. Suggested here is a
framework for analysis and understanding of urban
environments and the challenges that will be part
of future US intervention into those environments.
A broad approach to preparation for urban interven-
tion is discussed with emphasis on finding common
ground when mixing conventional warfare with
low-intensity conflict (LIC) and peacekeeping (PK)
missions. Finally, an attempt to understand and
manage the complexities of urban warfare is vex-
ing. A mix of strategic insight and understanding,
careful and coordinated tactical management of
battlefield operating systems and highly effective
operations skills within the “danger close” range of
contact, are all underscored in urban environments.®

The Status Quo
Still embedded in the militaries of most nations is a
“big battalion” mentality. To be sure, unconventional
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warfare and technologically advanced weaponry
have been catalysts for innovation in terms other
than increments of big battalions. LIC, military op-
erations other than war (MOOTW)—with elabora-
tion in Joint Publication 3-07, Joint Doctrine for
Military Operations Other Than War—and stabil-
ity and support operations (SSO), form a family of

The United States is for now virtually
alone at the top in weapons development and
related technology in absolute terms. Whether
that technology will be decisive in urban inter-
ventions is not as convincing. If performance
criteria surrounding urban intervention include
limited casualties, destruction of the adversary’s
will and ability to fight and restoration of
stability along with the enhancement of con-
ditions favoring democratic institutions, urban
intervention with US and coalition military force
may not always be capable of reaching that
goal, military superiority aside.

terms found in discussions surrounding the forma-
tion of new military doctrine. In addition, within
the Quadrennial Defense Review (ODR), yet an-
other term, “‘smaller-scale contingency (SSC) opera-
tions,” descriptive of localized conflicts that may
require intervention by US forces, is introduced.’
Yet another term is “full-spectrum dominance™
found in Joint Vision 2010, which delineates the
desired impact from the application of future US
military operational concepts.'® Each term could
include urban mtervention. However, urban inter-
vention training strategies and techniques have
struggled to remain applicable to recent and poten-
tial urban conflicts. Regardless of terminology, the
World War II legacy of infantry, armor and mecha-
nized-based armies still significantly shapes the es-
sence of US military doctrine, as well as those of
most industrialized nations.

The US doctrinal approach to urban operations—
military operations on urban terrain (MOUT), used
throughout this article to describe operations that are
primarily urban in nature—has undergone several
revisions in recent years in the context of a widen-
ing spectrum of conflict and the introduction of new
warfighting technologies. Yet it remains one of the
most vexing forms of intervention to be found on
the US military force projection landscape today.

MOUT doctrine and the development of related
training techniques are not lacking in initiative or
creativity, as evidenced by the Dismounted
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Battlespace Battle Laboratory, at Fort Benning,
Georgia, and numerous MOUT training sites
throughout the United States and Europe. Close-
quarters combat in confined spaces, countering ur-
ban snipers, the use of armed helicopters and other
similar operations that must be conducted under
conditions highly restricted by rules of engagement
(ROE) are often scripted in exercise scenarios.!!
Increasingly, Army units are given exposure to ur-
ban environments, especially those with special cir-
cumstances including the (staged) presence of large
numbers of civilians. A selective and sometimes
surgical use of a wide range of US munitions is con-
tained within this doctrine, which seeks to minimize
harm to noncombatants through a balanced appli-
cation of force and restraint.”

US special operations forces units have developed
advanced skills in urban operations similar to those
used by special weapons and tactics (SWAT) teams
found in many US police departments.”® A wide
range of new weapons—Iethal and nonlethal—is
under development for use on future battlefields,
with special significance for urban environments.
The lessons of Somalia, Panama City, Beirut,
Sarajevo and experiences from the Joint Readiness
Training Center, Fort Polk, Louisiana, exercises
have not been lost on doctrine.!* However, policy
makers and commanders worry that urban conflicts
may contain risks that are inordinately high, espe-
cially when a prime measure of success may be
minimal casualties, regardless of losses by oppos-
ing forces.!®> Whether through conducting more in-
tense and integrated conventional soldier training or
by creating specially trained PK forces oriented to
urban conflict, the challenge remains to impose US
will on its adversaries using all forms of conflict,
but specifically to those fluid urban conflict envi-
ronments—cities and their environs.!®

Maintaining Superiority

In the history of conflicts between and among
nations, no side has monopolized the high ground
in weapons development indefinitely. For the fore-
seeable future, the United States may be the excep-
tion, but “silver bullets” are rare and may become
even more so as technology and its mutations be-
come commercially attainable. Take nuclear deter-
rence, for instance. It costs many times more to get
ahead and stay ahead than it does to play catch up.
Sometimes catching up permits pulling ahead in the
same act. Historic shifts in balance of power rela-
tionships reflect this dynamic.

The United States is for now virtually alone at the
top in weapons development and related technology
in absolute terms. Whether that technology will be
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decisive in urban interventions remains to be seen.
If performance criteria surrounding urban interven-
tion include limited casualties, destruction of the
adversary’s will and ability to fight and restoration
of stability along with the enhancement of condi-
tions favoring democratic institutions, urban inter-
vention with US and coalition military force may
not always be capable of reaching that goal, mili-
tary superiority aside.

The next war or conflict’s complexion is unknow-
able. What is probable is that the combatants will
fight with a wide range of weaponry and techniques.
A conventional conflict will sec a mix of tanks, air-
craft, artillery and infantry. In this context, the
United States will win, even if a second major or sev-
eral lesser regional contingencies occur simulta-
neously. However, as warfare becomes less conven-
tional, raw military power may not be as decisive,
as the results of guerrilla wars, prolonged wars, wars
of attrition, terrorism, insurrection and revolution
have shown. In addition, “pluralistic ambiguity” of
the American people may be cause for lack of sup-
port for urban interventions in other parts of the
world that would otherwise be militarily feasible.!”

Cities and War

Urban areas have often been venues to test na-
tional will in the face of subversive activities, particu-
larly insurgency.” Add the influence of international
crime and corruption—"gray area’ phenomena—
and the importance of urban areas increases.!

Thus, cities have historically been the objective
of strategic, operational and tactical military plan-
ning and campaigns. A worldwide increase in ur-
banism is rendering this concept no less viable to-
day. From fortified cities dating several thousand
years B.C. to modern times, cities have been an ad-
junct to warfare. Traditional methods for subduing
cities have included seizing and assaulting with a
commensurate level of violence and destruction.
Methodical killing—to include annihilation—and
total dismantling of cities by invaders, have been
known to follow hostilities. Bypassing is also a mili-
tary tactic with ample precedent beginning perhaps
with an admonishment from Sun Tzu: “Attack cit-
ies only when there is no alternative.” Addition-
ally, the Clauswitzian concept of “center of grav-
ity” (COQ) is useful in this analysis. In an urban area,
the true COG may be a person, socio-political condi-
tion or a specific tangible object or symbol.

Present-day rocket and artillery attacks on “con-
ventional” European towns, villages and cities in the
former Yugoslavia and Chechnia may be a reminder
that little has changed in urban warfare since World
War II from the standpoint of attacks on urban ar-
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Kentucky Guardsmen conduct I
MOUT training at Fott Pickett,
Virginia. Increasingly, Army
units are given exposure to urban
environments, especially those
with special circumstances
including the (staged) presence
of large numbers of civilians.
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MoUT doctrme and the development
of related training techniques are not lacking in
initiative or creativity, as evidenced by the
Dismounted Battlespace Battle Laboratory, at
Fort Benning, Georgia, and numerous MOUT
training sites throughout the United States and
Europe. Close-quarters combat in confined
spaces, countering urban snipers, the use of
armed helicopters and other similar operations
that must be conducted under conditions highly
restricted by rules of engagement (ROE) are
often scripted in exercise scenarios.

eas as part of a widespread or prolonged war. The
unpredictable and violent experience of US forces
in Mogadishu, Somalia, offers another view.?

US urban warfare and urban intervention doctrine
includes adherence to laws of war as applied
through ROE. The application of laws of war will
be a requirement for US forces but odds are that
reciprocity will be absent. Future scenarios in which
urban populations are held hostage by threats of
considerable harm, heightened by threats to employ
WMD, may change the rules of warfare. One reason
for this shift may be an increased tendency for one ad-
versary to have much to lose in the face of an extrem-
ist or determined opponent who has little to lose by
comparison and little hesitation to employ any means
to an end. These asymmetrical threats may become
more common in the future.
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US urban warfare and urban inter-
vention doctrine includes adherence to laws
of war as applied through ROE. The applica-
tion of laws of war will be a requirement for
US forces but odds are that reciprocity will be
absent. Future scenarios in which urban
populations are held hostage by threats of
considerable harm, heightened by threats to
employ WMD, may change the rules of warfare.
. .. Asymmetrical threats may become more
common in the future.

Future Conflict and Urban Warfare

In the last 15 years alone, the growth of cities
throughout the world has been phenomenal. Rio de
Janeiro, Bombay, Shanghai, Seoul, Mexico City,
Calcutta, San Paulo, Cairo and Jakarta—all having
more than 12 million people—are only a few cities
where traditional governance and infrastructure
seek, but often fail, to provide basic services for their
inhabitants. In first-tier countries, comparatively
healthy economies keep urban degenerative forces
somewhat in check. As long as the national wealth
of first-tier nations remains intact, large cities within
those countries should not spiral into anarchy. For
these urban areas, a safety net exists, made available
by comparatively wealthy economies that can
institute burden-sharing measures. Degrees of
austerity may be necessary and civic cohesiveness
may suffer; however, collapse and chaos should be
avoided.

For non first-tier cities, the story is different.
Aside from new births, growth in second-tier urban
arcas has generally resulted from an influx of the
unemployed and often unemployable. Under these
conditions, the demographics of growth may in-
creasingly inhibit the ability of government to pro-
vide basic services. Potable water, sewers, streets,
parks, playgrounds, hospitals, law enforcement fire
service and public cultural amenities, much less
comprehensive public health programs and rela-
tively advanced organizational concepts such as
planning and zomng, have already fallen danger-
ously behind.* In these settings, municipal services
become simply unaffordable.

As the Somalia experience demonstrated, corrup-
tion in government and an absence of social services
lead to “survival of the fittest.” Tribal, ethnic, ra-
cial and economic enclaves develop that serve to
segregate and alienate. Violence and lawlessness
become the norm. Commerce becomes dominated
by black market activities, while the legitimacy of
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government, including its ability to provide an en-
vironment for a market economy, erodes. Under
these conditions, hope for the inhabitants dissolves
into desperation, the survival instinct borne of des-
peration becomes prime, and anarchy ensues.® For
an urban military operation to be successful under
these conditions, policy makers and commanders
will be greatly challenged.

Governments exist in part to avoid, manage and
remedy urban problems. Using recent events to pre-
dict the future, urban interventions may find US
military commanders tasked to accomplish a wide
range of missions, some involving hostilities and
some not. Under these circumstances, an apprecia-
tion for the dynamics of the urban environment in
which operations are to take place could prove use-
ful, if for no other reason than as preparation for
events that must follow hostilities if reconstruction
and stability are goals. Indeed, the success of non-
military recovery and reconstruction efforts may rest
largely on events initially set in motion by military
intervention.

Both combat and noncombat actions during a pe-
riod of intervention may affect not only the process
of initial recovery, but the sustainability of the re-
covery. In an ideal state, sustainability means an
independence between urban areas and surrounding
rural areas from which renewable sources of food
and resources are provided in exchange for the
goods and services obtainable from the urban envi-
ronment.**  The net result is a rough equilibrium in
a context of balanced needs and productivity. The
prevailing high levels of national debt and deficits
illustrate the difficulty with application of this and
other utopian-like principles. Nonetheless,
sustainability does reside at one end of a global fu-
tures spectrum, with implosion of a greater part of
the human race on the other. In this sense, as is
true with warfare on any scale, but especially in
modern urban interventions short of total war, mili-
tary commanders must tailor missions, when pos-
sible, to place short- and long-term objectives in per-
spective. Violence and destruction may be unavoid-
able and often are components of urban interven-
tion. While total war may initially, at least, lessen
concern for postwar reconstruction, LIC and PK
operations may call for stability and reconstruction
to be the military mission. It is here that the mili-
tary commander must combine the best of military
skills with diplomacy, cultural awareness, civic as-
sistance and an eye toward postintervention events.

Presuming that developing conditions in many
urban areas in the world will favor strife and anar-
chy, the United States and its coalition partners will
need new tools to manage turmoil in cities, short of
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Corruption in government and an absence of social services lead to “survival

of the fittest.” Tribal, ethnic, racial and economiic enclaves develop that serve to segregate and

alienate. Violence and lawlessness become the norm. Commerce becomes dominated by black
market activities, while the legitimacy of government, including its ability to provide an environment
for a market economy, erodes. Under these conditions, hope for the inhabitants dissolves into
desperation, the survival instinct borne of desperation becomes prime, and anarchy ensues.
For an urban military operation to be successful under these conditions, policy makers
and commanders will be greatly challenged.

total war, while retaining the decisive power to fight
and win the nation’s wars. For now, the greater
challenge for first-tier countries is to promote glo-
bal preferences for stability and the peaceful reso-
lution of differences. Unfortunately, the necessity
to apply these techniques, through urban and other
forms of conflict intervention, will increase in num-
bers and intensity if current global perspectives for
the next century have even partial validity.” Prepa-
ration for urban intervention, by both policy mak-
ers and military commanders, will be key.

US National Strategy and Urban Intervention
Today, a comprehensive statement of post-Cold
War objective criteria for the global projection of
US military forces in support of US interests defies
articulation, especially where threats to our interests
emanate from second-tier countries. The variables
of context and particularity are simply too great. A
National Command Authority case-by-case ap-
proach seems to be growing in acceptance. Follow-
ing the Cold War, critics took the Clinton adminis-
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tration to task for the ambiguity of its national strat-
egy of enlargement and engagement. Nonetheless,
that policy is the source for initial direction and de-
cisions relative to global urban intervention. When
and under what conditions will US military force
be committed to hostile urban environments may be-
come a frequent question.®

Following a decision to engage in urban warfare,
the extent of engagement along with ROE, coali-
tion arrangements, end states and postintervention
activities will all be complex subsets. Ambiguity
in execution is to be expected. However, a policy
that seeks to embrace ambiguity should not be an
ambiguous policy. Similarly, clarity of mission
should not be clouded by ambiguity in execution.
Especially in urban warfare, mission ambiguity is
an invitation to failure. And yet, it is in the urban
environment where the potential for mission ambi-
guity will be the greatest.”” If US forces are ever to
be placed in urban combat conditions, the national
security interests at risk be compelling. Further, the
military commander who is assigned the urban
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combat mission must be given sufficient resources.

The following issues are just a part of, and should
be a beginning for, a post-Cold War US military
urban intervention equation:

e What is the nature and importance of the in-
terest threatened? Author Sam C. Sarkesian has
stated that “(I)t might be too late if Americans wait
until survival is at stake.”” Will intervention pro-
vide a solution over time or is it simply the result

As is true with warfare on any scale,
but especially in modern urban interventions
short of total war, military commanders must
tailor missions, when possible, to place short-
and long-term objectives in perspective.
Violence and destruction may be unavoidable
and often are components of urban intervention.
While total war may initially, at least, lessen
concern for postwar reconstruction, LIC and
PK operations may call for stability and
reconstruction to be the military mission. It is
here that the military commander must combine
the best of military skills with diplomacy,
cultural awareness, civic assistance and an eye
toward postintervention events.
1

of frustration and the desire to “do something™?
Does it pass the “so what™ test?

e What is the end state? Is one foreseeable?
Should it be based on certain events, such as elec-
tions, or is it better to declare that an end state is
not foreseeable?

e How long will military forces remain in place?
If long term, how long? Will a stated end date for
an intervention lead to a focus on solving problems
before withdrawal, or will it result in a return to the
status quo?

o What will the level of violence and resulting
casualties be? Who will be coalition partners and
does intervention consensus exist for the action
taken? What is the dollar cost and who pays?

e Docs the intervention have colonization ramifi-
cations or will it be perceived as such and by whom?*

e Are moral and humanitarian concerns, along
with the impact of action versus inaction on US stat-
ure as a global superpower, factors that may com-
pel intervention? Are the motivating moral and hu-
man behavior concerns sufficient to sustain the in-
tervention over time? Will the “vital” quality of US
interest leading to intervention dissipate with casu-
alties and the passage of time?

e What are the consequences of postintervention
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into urban areas? Reconstruction and other forms
of assistance may be anticipated, and if so, how
much, how long and how expensive? What will be
the status of civilian government during interven-
tion and thereafter? Will military intervention be a
catalyst for positive economic and social develop-
ment or only delay persistent conflict and turmoil?

US Preparedness for Urban Warfare

Urban environments are increasingly contemporary
warfare candidates. Among the complex chal-
lenges for the US military will be the need to care-
fully craft ROE.* The ability of US forces to over-
come any opponent may be more limited by politi-
cal guidance translated into operational and tactical
ROE than military capability. This does not imply
that US military forces should be employed with-
out ROE, but rather that US military force and ROE
are synonymous but can vary with missions.

A growing challenge to US urban intervention
operations will be to defeat an adversary while us-
ing ROE that will, in all likelihood, be unilaterally
self-applied. Potential adversaries will know this
and will apply their own ROE while being quick to
point out any US violations. The media will be ac-
tive in these crosscurrents and may affect the na-
ture of the conflict and its outcome.

As in the past, the United States may face
belligerents who operate on an urban conflict spec-
trum that includes: ethnic cleansing; hostage taking;
mass killings; sabotage; terrorist acts; indiscriminate
use of booby traps and mines; willful destruction of
buildings and infrastructure; suicide assaults; and
efforts to obtain favorable media attention.

US military forces will not use these tactics, but
will use those below both proactively and respon-
sively as appropriate:™

e Building and area search and clearance, includ-
ing cordon and search.

e Minimizing collateral damage through selec-
tive destruction of buildings and infrastructure, in-
cluding “surgical” air strikes, artillery and missile
use, and other focused ground operations.

e Selective incarceration.

e Disabling or assuming control of infrastructure
and communications facilities.

o Civil affairs (CA) and psychological operations
(PSYOP).

e Cooperation with nongovernment organiza-
tions where possible.

e Martial law, police operations and crowd control.
Roadblocks and checkpoints.

Show of force/patrolling.
Civil and military tribunals.
Employment of a wide range of sensors, non-
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The ability of US forces to overcome any opponent may be more limited by political

guidance translated into operational and tactical ROE than military capability. This does not
imply that US military forces should be employed without ROE, but rather that US military force and
ROE are synonymous but can vary with missions. A growing challenge to US urban intervention
operations will be to defeat an adversary while using ROE that will, in all likelihood, be unilaterally
self-applied. Potential adversaries will know this and will apply their own ROE while being
quick to point out any US violations. The media will be active in these crosscurrents and may
affect the nature of the conflict and its outcome.

lethal but debilitating weaponry and other emerg-
ing technologies.

Former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
General Colin Powell stated that only overwhelm-
ing force should be used by the US military when
in combat. US military doctrine seeks to adhere to
this principle. Urban operations will of necessity
be more selective in matching the means to the mis-
sion, often in conformity with ROE. A 15-to-1 in-
vader to defender ratio, as suggested for traditional
urban occupation operations, may not be possible.*
Tactics may lie less with the numbers of troops and
more with an understanding of the battle area, po-
litically and socially, as well as physically and de-
mographically. Presuming that intervention is un-
dertaken, the selection of types of force and forces,
as well as tactics, will be keys to success. The use
of special or conventional forces and the permissible
contexts and conditions for confrontation with
belligerents are baseline issues in mission planning.

US forces are capable of conducting urban inter-
vention under a wide band of mission conditions and
objectives. However, as ROE restrict violent means,
the difficulty of mission completion may increase
proportionately. Risk assessments at all levels of
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the decision process are particularly important un-
der these conditions. A risk assessment may intro-
duce political, social, racial, ethical and economic
factors that will have direct bearing on the effective-
ness of combat operations. These conditions and
others may indicate a need to examine mission al-
ternatives in both the strategic and operational do-
mains.

Urban warfare is examined in US military doc-
trine and related writings under the heading of
MOUT. Both the Army and Marine Corps have
field manuals on the subject.® In preparation for
operations in Bosnia, and possibly as a pretext for
all Army urban intervention, training has been made
to be as situationally specific as possible. One US
Army brigade commander has moved beyond tra-
ditional MOUT training in an effort to prepare for
the complexities of deployment into urban condi-
tions as might be encountered by US forces there.
He sought to confront the potential for “national
policy to be practiced at the squad level.” His train-
ing included an endless series of “what if”” real-life
training scenarios in which the precision of written
ROE were often found to collide with the violent
realities of human behavior in warfare. The training
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emphasized the use of snipers in what might be
called a form of bounding overwatch.> The result
is intended to be effective especially in opposing
ambush, hit-and-run, guerrilla and other tactics ex-

Following a decision to engage in urban
warfare, the extent of engagement along with
ROE, coalition arrangements, end states and
postintervention activities will all be complex
subsets. Ambiguity in execution is to be ex-
pected. However, a policy that seeks to embrace
ambiguity should not be an ambiguous policy.
Similarly, clarity of mission should not be
clouded by ambiguity in execution. Especially
in urban warfare, mission ambiguity is an
invitation to failure. And yet, it is in the urban
environment where the potential for mission
ambiguity will be the greatest.

acerbated by factional and tribal extremism, funda-
mentalism and irrational behavior as part of the mix.
Complementing these techniques is the admonishment
to avoid a garrison mentality: live and constantly op-
erate among those who are being helped; force the en-
emy to move away from the urban setting to loca-
tions where modern maneuver warfare can be ap-
plied; and place increased emphasis on individual
soldier marksmanship and snipers.®

The FM 90-1 series of Army publications thor-
oughly examines aspects of fighting using a central
European model (not, perhaps, unlike Bosnia today).
Urban intervention and PK training are expanding
to include missions with the population still inzact.
New manuals are beginning to reshape this aspect
of Army doctrine. Commanders and leaders are
learning the intervals between methodical exercises
in locations occupied solely by adversaries and ex-
ercises where buildings are occupied and streets are
full of inhabitants of both sexes and all ages.*

Mines and booby traps may be encountered in
urban operations. Preparation for these challenges
will be essential, as will be control of soldiers who
witness friendly casualties and whose frustration and
anger will be high. Emotions will also be high when
the setting for potential or actual violent confronta-
tion includes children, the elderly, families and the
general population’s presence. Response to terror-
ist and suicide attacks is especially difficult under
these circumstances. As always, but especially in
urban interventions, area of operations intelligence
will be of great importance, and CA and PSYOP
units will be central participants.
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To meet these challenges, the Army has increased
the number of urban training sites in recent years.
In addition, one writer has called for a national ur-
ban training center and specially trained US PK bri-
gades. This idea has met opposition on the grounds
that Army units separately trained for PK are not
necessary.¥’  Ostensibly, members of these forces
would be specially screened and trained to combine
and apply civil-military tasks at the tactical level.
Maintenance of law and order with nation assistance
would be primary tasks. Members would also have
skills in nonviolent dispute resolution and, in gen-
eral, take an ideological stance placing less empha-
sis on confrontation.

Whether a reconfigured military slice is the mani-
festation of this force or whether an entirely new
entity will be created remains to be seen. At present,
the military is the only instrument of US foreign
policy that has the force-projection capability and
variety of inherent skills required for these missions.
Many law enforcement and security agencies are
skilled in specific aspects of urban warfare, but none
has the capability or potential scope of mission for
large-scale operations as does the military. The mili-
tary is likely to continue in that role and, unless a newly
configured force is devised, will use conventionally
trained forces with enhanced skills as required to face
the sometimes contradictions of peacekeeping and
warfighting, including operations in cities.®

Today insurgency movements are found in both
urban and rural environments. Hezbollah and
Hamas, as well as Mexican insurgents in Chiapas,
are but a few of many. Police forces are generally
recognized as the first and preferred line of defense
in countering urban guerrilla activities. Army units
are better suited for the same mission in rural areas. The
effectiveness of civilian police is often in direct pro-
portion to both the government’s perceived legiti-
macy and police ability to work effectively with other
agencies of government, including the military and
intelligence-gathering functions. Historically, in the
case of emerging and threatened governments, threats
to urban stability by terrorists or guerrilla forces are
countered by military force. The results can be
counterproductive in that the tactics used by the
military may be excessive and disproportionate and
further erode public support for their government.

The New Urban Intervention Doctrine

As training scenarios for urban settings are de-
veloped, it will be important to recall that cities are
not monoliths but rather are complex collections of
physical, geographical, social and economic condi-
tions, each having different dynamics, characteris-
tics and requirements relative to military-urban in-
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tervention, be it PK or warfare.* While cities are
increasingly becoming home to the masses, so also
are cultural, racial and economic differences becom-
ing more polarized. Large cities are a collection of
many smaller cities, districts and neighborhoods.
Training for urban intervention does employ a set
of common tasks. However, so great and signifi-
cant are the specific differences among areas of
potential intervention by US forces that no single
training template will suffice. To the common tasks
must be added the specific tasks related to culture,
ethnicity, population, terrorists, hostile and friendly
relationships and societal norms, among others.

Of no small importance will be the decision to en-
gage in urban operations. While this aspect of urban
operations is addressed in present Army doctrine, fu-
ture force projection in the context of PK or urban
intervention may, by necessity, begin and end in
urban settings, eliminating an avoidance option.

The contemporary American approach to war
constantly seeks to find technical means to minimize
casualties and the destruction of equipment and ma-
terials. In recent years, a much-discussed revolu-
tion in military affairs (RMA) has worked its way
into US military thinking about the conduct of war-
fare. For the Army, Force XXI is the embodiment
of the new technical era. Using an elaborate sys-
tem of sensors and complex computer-based com-
munication systems, RMA and Force XXI seek to
create a digital awareness of battlespace features and
dynamics that virtually eliminates any potential for
surprise by an enemy force. The outcome is to
cause maneuver warfare to be essentially one-sided
and overwhelmingly favorable to US forces. For
traditional “big battalion™ encounters, these devel-
opments are well suited. Urban intervention and PK
will benefit from these developments as well, but
“transparency,” which is the goal for the maneuver
battlefield, may be less effective in densely popu-
lated, disorderly and disrupted urban settings. Mod-
ern cities in first-tier countries have their share of
poverty and decay. Few, however, have the exten-
sive “urban encampments of the poor” that are char-
acteristic of many second-tier and Third World
countries. Urban intervention under these latter con-
ditions can be a nightmare.

It is here that strategic, operational and tactical
objectives must be given closest scrutiny. An
“asymmetry” of objectives may exist that neither
superior technology, overwhelming firepower nor
raw soldier courage can overcome. Under these and
similar conditions, policy must provide answers to
the questions, “What is the end state and what are
the ROE?” In addition, a commander must have
the maximum discretion possible to shape the mis-

38

CIVIL-MILITARY OPERATIONS

sion based on answers to the following:

e Is containment better than intervention, which
may be a policy question on the strategic level?

e Is the combat power available suitable for the
ROE?

e Who is the enemy? Aside from the ROE, are
basic US values in conflict with aspects of the mis-
sion? Will soldiers hesitate to execute the mission—

The United States will again be involved
in a major conflict. Over the last five centuries,
war has been present three times more
frequently than it has been absent. It may not be
for a generation or more but to believe otherwise
carries great risk. The complexion of future
conflicts may be far different from those of the
past. Technology, growing and changing

almost exponentially, will see new permutations

when combined with publicly accessible global

communication systems.

for instance, if children, bystanders, elderly and
women are involved?

e Do soldiers have situational understanding? Is
the physical layout of the area of potential conflict
known? Are the tools and ROE flexible enough to
counter hit-and-run, guerrilla or terrorist tactics?

e Can police functions be performed, where and
when necessary? Is the military force capable of crowd
control, arrest and detention, speaking the native lan-
guage, creating and managing roadblocks and the like?

o Is the use of deadly force clearly understood?
Are snipers integrated into the tactical scheme of
maneuver?

e In the areas of PSYOP, intelligence gathering
and CA, what is to be expected as the intervention
unfolds, and what types of weapons are to be en-
countered? What is the nature of the adversary? Is
he trained in guerrilla tactics or untrained but dan-
gerously armed? What is his level of commitment/
motivation?

Urban warfare is hardly on anyone’s preferred list
of ways and means to resolve conflicts. However, the
irreversible increase in urbanism worldwide leaves little
choice for military planners but to hope for the best and
prepare for the worst. The worst may be, for the most
part, avoidable. However, missions may arise where
intervention into urban conditions under the most
challenging circumstances is required.

If US soldiers are to accomplish urban interven-
tion missions, they must be trained and equipped
with new skills and technologies. Missions must
minimize ambiguity and exposure to risk, and be
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achievable. Soldiers must be confident of them-
selves, believe in their purpose and be prepared for
long periods of stressful and tense experiences short
of violent confrontation as well as traditional com-

bat. Careful consideration of these issues may as-
sist in providing US soldiers and commanders a
foundation for success in future urban warfighting
and PK missions. MR
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